In recent years, studies of Library and Information Science (LIS) disciplinarity developed original methods for examining the disciplinary composition of the field (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012; Wu et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2013) . However, most of these studies focused on one fragment of the field, specifically, iSchool programs. In order to gain a fuller understanding of LIS development as a whole, our study applied some of the recently proposed disciplinary measures to a sample of L-Schools, defined here as ALA-accredited LIS programs offering PhD degrees and not part of the iCaucus. Analysis of the faculty training and current research interests indicates that L-Schools are characterized by a strong presence of the LIS areas and notable interdisciplinary trends. The article speculates about some of the factors contributing to the iSchool and L-School differences and suggests directions for future research.
Introduction
From its early years, Library and Information Science (LIS) applied ideas and techniques from other disciplines to tackle the problems of selection, organization, and availability of information resources for effective use (Bates, 2007; Shera and Egan, 1953) . Most of the previous studies that examined LIS disciplinary development and interdisciplinary influences surveyed the field as a whole and frequently relied on bibliometric methods for these inqueries (Åström, 2007; Buttlar, 1999; Larivière et al., 2012; Milojevic´ et al., 2011; Odell and Gabbard, 2008) .
Since the late 1980s, the number of LIS programs offering LIS education and other 'information'-related degrees (e.g. education, telecommunications, journalism) began to rise, leading to the formation of the iSchool Caucus (or iCaucus) movement (iSchools Organization, 2014) . Now uniting a large number of interdisciplinary LIS programs under its umbrella, iCaucus has strict membership requirements and does not include all LIS programs in North America (iSchools Organization, 2012b) .
The emergence of the iSchool movement attracted a lot of attention, including a growing body of research on iSchool disciplinarity (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012; Wu et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2013) . While these studies capture trends in the disciplinary development of iSchools, they exclude a large segment of the LIS programs not in the iCaucus and do not represent disciplinary developments of the LIS field as a whole.
In order to brings a more balanced understanding of the LIS disciplinary development, we conducted a study on a sample of ALA-accredited PhD granting LIS programs not affiliated with the iSchool Caucus. For convenience, our study refers to the non-iSchool LIS programs as 'L-Schools'. Use of the innovative methods developed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) for the disciplinary analysis of the iSchools enabled us to compare disciplinary trends in the development of the L-Schools and iSchools and to gain a better understanding of the LIS disciplinarity for a particular period of time.
This paper reviews the main themes in the literature on LIS disciplinarity, outlines the study methodology, presents
The state of L-Schools: Intellectual diversity and faculty composition
Relevant literature
In recent decades, the literature on LIS disciplinarity paid much attention to (a) the role of technology in LIS disciplinary development, (b) growth of the information science, and (c) the increasing trend of interdisciplinarity within the field. Many of the reviewed papers examined LIS disciplinary composition by analyzing publications and citation patterns, disciplinary background of LIS faculty, and employment trends of LIS program graduates.
The studies published in the 1980s and 1990s recognize the dramatic effects of technology and science on the disciplinary composition of LIS. The need to organize the expanding universe of documentation using the latest technological tools, as well as the rise of the Internet and a host of other information technology have created a strong technological interest within the LIS field (Rayward, 1985) . A number of citation analysis studies confirmed increased interest in information technology within LIS: analysis of 61 LIS dissertations (Buttlar, 1999) and journal-to-journal citation analysis by Odell and Gabbard (2008) identified a trend of increasing number of citations to technology and computer science disciplines.
The close integration of technology topics into the LIS field correlated with another growing trend: interdisciplinarity. Meyer and Spencer (1996) analyzed library science citations and noted a high number of citations to articles produced by more developed fields. Chua and Yang (2008) analyzed collaboration trends, as well as authorship and keyword analysis of all the research articles published in the Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology between 1988 and . The study found a growing trend towards co-authorship with LIS and non-LIS faculty, which denotes a growing trend of internal and external collaboration (Chua and Yang, 2008) . In the process of analyzing the most highly cited LIS articles, Levitt and Thelwall (2009) identified positive effects of interdisciplinary citations: the research found that articles that contained only Information Science or Library Science subjects were cited far less than if the research subjects also included Computer Science or Management (p. 53). The authors conceded that high citation levels may represent 'interdisciplinary research inheriting a higher citation count from a field that naturally attracts more citations' (Levitt and Thelwall, 2009: 57) . Another benefit linked to interdisciplinary citations was noted by Pierce (1999) , who found that authors who publish in or 'export theories' to other disciplinary literature (also known as 'boundary crossing') are involved in the most 'direct form of information transfer', which results in authors that 'are likely to be more accurate in representing the content and perspectives of their own disciplines ' (p. 272) . These findings point to the importance of interdisciplinary research in improving the quality of research within the discipline.
In another study, Fredrick Åström (2007) examined LIS interdisciplinarity by time-slicing co-citation analysis of 21 LIS journal articles in a 15-year period of time. The author theorized that the advent of the Internet created an increased interest in information-related issues and found that changes in the LIS discipline occurred mainly within 'information seeking and retrieval and informetrics … not in new fields entering the discipline' (Åström, 2007: 954) . Åström (2007) concluded that LIS was a stable discipline regardless of the infusion of new research topics. Prebor (2010) also commented on the effect of technology and the interdisciplinarity of this adaptive field in her study of LIS dissertations. The author attributed many changes and highly interdisciplinary nature of our field to the 'incessant evolution of technologies' (Prebor, 2010: 256) and found that information technology, as well as the information industry, economics and management were among the top two dissertation topics in nearly half of the dissertations studied. Milojevic´ et al. (2011) used co-word and title word analysis of 10,344 articles published between 1998 and 2007 in 16 LIS journals to reveal that despite increased technology focus, the three main branches in the LIS field include libraries, information, and science disciplines. The authors believe that their findings serve as evidence for 'two distinct paradigms' (Milojevic´ et al., 2011 (Milojevic´ et al., : 1933 within LIS: Librarianship, and Information Science which are held together by their common interest in 'recorded information and culturally meaningful artifacts' (Bates, 2007 (Bates, : 1933 , as well as in the topic of information-seeking behavior.
In order to examine interdisciplinary trends in LIS, Chang and Huang (2012) applied three different bibliometric methods: direct citation analysis, bibliographic coupling analysis, and co-authorship analysis, to a sample of 10 LIS journals over a 30-year period. The authors determined that even though LIS still heavily cites from its own literature, this practice is on the decline while citations and co-authoring in Computer Science and Business/ Management continue to be on the rise (Chang and Huang, 2012) .
In an effort to trace disciplinary evaluation of the LIS field, Larivière et al. (2012) chronicled LIS development between 1900 and 2010 using keyword and citation analysis of 160 journals. They determined that the number of unique authors publishing in LIS literature has increased over the last century and the majority of the analyzed papers were co-authored. Larivière et al. (2012) found that within a pool of analyzed literature, changes in article keywords are influenced by the fast-paced technological changes and their adoption by the LIS field. The study findings point to the growing trends of interdisciplinarity, visibility, and presence of bidirectional relationships between LIS and the Computer Science and Management fields.
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In addition to using bibliometric methods for examining LIS disciplinarity, several recent studies focused on the LIS faculty dissertation data as indicators of the faculty disciplinary training. In one such study, Sugimoto et al. (2011) examined over 3000 PhD dissertations in LIS over an 80-year span in order to analyze the students' advisors and dissertation committee members as indicators of LIS interdisciplinarity. The authors gathered data through the MPACT Project, which was devoted to 'defining and assessing mentoring as a scholarly activity, examining the emergence and interaction of disciplines, and identifying patterns of knowledge diffusion' (Sugimoto et al., : 1811 . The authors found that since the 1970s the number of academic mentors holding terminal LIS degrees has been in decline, while the number of mentors holding terminal degrees in other disciplines have been rising and affecting 'the output of the student's dissertation' (Sugimoto et al., : 1822 .
In recent years, interest in the LIS interdisciplinarity is particularly evident in the publications that focus on the analysis of the emerging iSchool movement. In an attempt to evaluate the longevity and sustainability of iSchools, Wu et al. (2011) examined iSchool faculty's education, research, and publications and concluded that LIS areas are still very prominent in iSchool programs. The authors found that LIS is among the most common research themes of the iSchool faculty along with Computer Science and Business Management, and that research topics evolved around interactions between information, technology, and users within these three categories (Wu et al., 2011) . They also found that the background of the iSchool faculty ranges from Computer Science, Engineering and Business to Education and Library Science. Analysis of the hiring trends in the iSchool graduates indicated a direct correlation between graduates' education backgrounds and the types of positions they acquired upon graduation: students in the LIS category went into library-related jobs, while Computer Science and Business Management students were more likely to be hired into corporations (Wu et al., 2011) .
Another recent study that focused on the iSchool interdisciplinarity examined full-time iSchool faculty member's terminal degree and the department granting the degree as a proxy for intellectual interests and domain expertise (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) . The data drawn from the ProQuest UMI Dissertation Abstracts database provided much of the information regarding iSchool faculty research interests and suggested an existence of a large variation in the disciplinary composition of iSchools with distinct pattern changes across the two years of the study (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) . Within the analyzed sample of the iSchools, the number of faculty with degrees in information, as well as computing had increased, while the number of faculty with library degrees had decreased (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) . In the authors' opinion, these changes seem to indicate a definite shift towards interdisciplinarity and diversity in the intellectual composition of the faculty of iSchools.
In summary, the reviewed studies indicate several trends in the disciplinary development of the LIS field, including (a) presence of Library and Information Science core, (b) strong interest in information technology; and (c) growing interdisciplinarity and porous connections to other disciplines. Considering constantly changing foci of LIS, there is a continuous need to understand the field as a whole, its areas of growth and decline, tradition, and opportunities. In our view, a recent increase of the disciplinary studies with the main focus on the iSchool programs (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012; Wu et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2013) does not paint a complete picture of LIS field as a whole. In an attempt to bring balance to our understanding of the current disciplinary development of the LIS, our study focused on the disciplinary composition of the PhD granting ALA-accredited LIS programs not in the iSchool Caucus, or L-Schools. Using the methodology from the recent analysis of the iSchool programs (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) , our study aimed to connect the analysis of the non-iSchools disciplinarity to the analysis of iSchool disciplinarity and extend the dialog around disciplinarity of the LIS field as a whole.
Methods
In an effort to understand recent developments in the LIS field, and fill the gap in understanding the disciplinarity composition of L-Schools, we designed a study to address the following questions:
1. What is the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools based on the two interdisciplinary criteria recently applied to iSchools, specifically faculty terminal degree training and school interdisciplinarity (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) ? 2. What are the current research interests of the L-School faculty? 3. What are the differences between disciplinary composition of L-Schools and iSchools?
A pool of 16 (N=16) L-Schools, or LIS schools in the US and Canada that meet the following selection criteria were identified: (a) presence of full or conditional ALA accreditation; (b) presence of a PhD program; and (c) absence of direct affiliation with the iCaucus. The pool was identified based on the analysis of information published on the American Library Association website as well as the websites of individual schools in April 2012. Table 2 and Table  3 list the L-Schools that comprised our sample (Appendix B lists all ALA-accredited programs not in iCaucus as of March 2012).
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We now describe specific methods used in our study to collect and analyze data on the L-School interdisciplinarity, L-School faculty terminal degrees, and current research interests.
L-Schools disciplinary composition based on faculty training
For each analyzed program, we searched the program's websites for current full-time faculty who were holding doctoral degrees and one of the following academic titles: professor, assistant professor, associate professor, dean, associate dean. Similar to Wiggins and Sawyer (2012: 11) , we excluded assistant deans, professor emeriti, lecturers, and other faculty 'not necessarily representative of the long-term intellectual investment in academic expertise'. A total of 231 (N=231) eligible/suitable faculty members were selected for analysis.
For the selected pool of faculty, we then collected doctoral degree data using several sources, including schools' websites, faculty web pages, and ProQuest UMI Dissertation and Thesis databases for the US, UK and Ireland. We collected data on the dissertation title, the discipline in which the terminal degree was awarded, and the degree's granting institution for each faculty member. Similar to the Wiggins and Sawyer study (2012) , the data about faculty doctoral degrees were used as a proxy for the holder's research training and intellectual community.
The degree data were classified into nine disciplinary categories developed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) : Computing, Information, Library, Social and Behavioral Studies, Management and Policy, Science and Engineering, Education, Humanities, Communication. Table 1 provides the disciplinary classification scheme that includes names of the subject categories, specific disciplines included in each category, examples of degree types, and corresponding number of the L-Schools faculty in each category. The terminal degree data were then used to determine the level of interdisciplinarity of the L-Schools. Following Wiggins and Sawyer's (2012) methodology, we applied information entropy measure (Shannon, 1948) to quantify the faculty diversity in areas of subject specialization. The following formula was applied to calculate entropy values: f * log (f), where f is the percentage of faculty in a specific subject area by school. For example, if 15% of faculty members have their terminal degrees in Computer Science, the entropy measure is .15 * log (15). Entropy measures for the subject areas represented in each L-School were summed for each school and the negative of that measure was taken. As explained by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) , the summed entropy values were inverted to make a logical visualization of high to low interdisciplinarity. The z-scores were calculated based on the summed entropy values for all schools in order to normalize the entropy values. The z-scores represented the degree of programs' interdisciplinarity where high values represent greater diversity of faculty's research backgrounds.
Analysis of the L-School faculty terminal degree training and the L-Schools interdisciplinarity scores allowed us to compare L-Schools to iSchools on the same intellectual diversity criterion reported in Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) .
L-Schools composition based on faculty research interests
While the terminal degree data served well for determining the faculty intellectual training, we extended Wiggins and Sawyer's (2012) methodology by collecting data on the current research interests of faculty beyond their original training. An online survey was designed as a list of subject categories and provided participants with an option to select as many or as few subject areas that best describe their current research interests. The survey also included a free-text option for allowing participants to identify additional research areas not listed in the survey.
The survey was administered in July and August of 2012. Out of the 231 (N=231) full-time faculty from the 16 L-Schools, 222 (N=222) received email invitations to participate in a survey. Nine faculty names were removed from the sample because in the period between collecting data on faculty training and administering the survey, six faculty were no longer listed, and three faculty did not have their contact information published on the schools' websites. One hundred twenty faculty (N=120) chose to participate in the online survey (54% response rate).
In developing the list of faculty research interests, we relied on a few established classification schemes of the LIS disciplines including Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) (2012), Library Literature & Information Science Full Text (EBSCO, 2012) , and Library of Congress (LOC) (2012). We also integrated these schemes with additional LIS subject categories provided in the following research articles: Åström (2002, 2007) Tsay and Shu (2010) . For the survey, we narrowed down a list of subject categories used in the above-mentioned classifications to 44 research interest areas (Appendix A).
The development of the survey instrument was based on an assumption that unlike disciplinary training, research areas frequently cross disciplinary boundaries and are more numerous than the academic disciplines associated with them. For example, a research area of Music Librarianship might require a disciplinary knowledge in Musicology and Librarianship, and therefore any categorization of Music Librarianship under a single category of Humanities or Librarianship would be incomplete. In order to provide a degree of comparability between faculty research interests and their disciplinary training, we grouped the research interests under the same disciplinary areas developed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) . Due to the high-level of the Wiggins and Sawyer disciplinary categorization (p. 11), we made interpretive judgments in applying it to a more detailed list of the research interests. For example, Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) defined Humanities by including Philosophy, Literature, History, Multi and Interdisciplinary Studies. Since these disciplinary areas would be too broad to represent specific research interests, we applied the Humanities category to Music Librarianship, Museology, Theater Librarianship, Ethics in Librarianship, and LIS History, as these research interests require knowledge in humanities methods and/or subject areas. Similar logic was applied in categorization of Business Librarianship and Library Administration under the Management & Policy area, as these research interests require expertise in management and policy issues (Appendix A). We categorized Scholarly Communication under Communication in line with the LOC (2012), ERIC (20120, Larvière et al. (2012) and Hjørland (2000) treatment of this area, and using the notion that scholarly communication investigates the 'forms, modes, media and consequences' (National Communication Association, 2014) of a particular type of communication.
The task of developing the list of research areas for the survey was further complicated by a high degree of variability within existing LIS disciplinary classifications. The classification inconsistencies can be illustrated with the treatment of the Information Systems area by various classifications. For example, while Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) (Åström, 2002 Bawden, 2007; Hjørland, 2000; Irwin, 2002) Åström (2002, 2007) and Hjørland (2000) categorization of these areas as Information, though we acknowledge that these areas could also be categorized under the Social & Behavioral disciplinary area from Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) .
In a number of instances we noted a high degree of agreement in treatment of LIS areas by disciplinary classifications. For example, Information Retrieval was categorized as an Information Science by nine reviewed classifications. In choosing subject areas for the survey, we considered inclusion of a category in the major LIS disciplinary classifications and the degree to which it 
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represents the broader disciplinary area proposed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) . Additional subject areas that respondents entered under the Other survey option were later mapped into the disciplinary areas developed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) , and are included in a complete list of the faculty research interests data collected by the survey instrument (Appendix A). The Science and Engineering category from the original study (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) was eliminated because it did not have any corresponding entries in the list of research areas adopted in the survey and was not represented in participants' free format responses.
Findings
We analyzed the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools using two sources of data: (1) faculty's terminal degrees as a proxy of faculty research training, and (2) faculty survey results as a proxy of faculty's current research interests.
L-School faculty research training
We first reviewed the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools based on the analysis of information about the full-time faculty terminal degrees. As Table 2 and Figure 1 show, Library is the most prominent research training area among the faculty at L-Schools (44%) followed by Information (28% Figure 1) . Some of the least represented disciplinary areas in the training of the L-School faculty include Computer Science (1%), Social and Behavioral Sciences (1%), Management and Policy (2%) and Communication (2%).
Using the Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) formulas and data on the faculty terminal degrees, we estimated interdisciplinarity of each L-School by calculating the information entropy score as a proxy for faculty diversity in areas of subject specialization. The analysis produced the following characteristics for each of the investigated L-School (summarized in Table 3 ):
1. information entropy z-score that represents the range of the intellectual diversity of the faculty disciplinary training; 2. number of full-time faculty as a representation of the school's size; 3. number of disciplinary areas in which faculty received training (also illustrated in Table 2 ); 4. availability of an undergraduate program; and 5. dominant area(s) of faculty training, or a cluster: a qualitative concept based on analysis of disciplinary areas representing 10% or more of the faculty training, and used to examine similarities across schools (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) . Table 3 ranks the L-Schools using the information entropy z-score, calculated from the average of all entropy scores, -f*log(f). The Information and Media Studies program at the University of Western Ontario received the highest disciplinary score of 1.7, indicating the presence of faculty with the widest range of disciplinary training. The lowest disciplinary score of -1.61 was calculated for the Graduate School of Library and Information Science at Simmons College, indicating high concentration of faculty training in a few disciplinary areas. The same conclusions can be the most frequent number of iSchools faculty disciplinary training area is nine, indicating that iSchools employ faculty with terminal degrees in a larger number of disciplinary areas, although not necessarily a large number of faculty in each of those areas. The total number of faculty per school ranged from 9 to 24 full-time professional members, with the University of Western Ontario and Wisconsin-Milwaukee program having the most full-time faculty (N=24), followed by Kent State University (N=19), and Emporia State University having the least number of faculty (N=9) ( Table 2 and  Table 3 ).
Based on the classification of the faculty training proposed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) , all but one L-School fell into the Library/Information cluster, indicating that 
L-School faculty current research interests
Data from the L-School faculty survey were mapped to the eight broad disciplinary areas derived from Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) (the Science and Engineering area was excluded from the analysis due to the lack of data in our study to support it). The survey data indicated that the Information (N=245) and Library-related (171) research interests were mentioned more frequently than other areas. Figure 2 reports the detailed composition of the current research interests of the L-School faculty and includes the summary count of all responses to the survey items grouped by the eight disciplinary categories from Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) . Survey findings reveal that subjects within the broad Information and Library categories were the most frequently identified areas of current research interests by the L-School faculty respondents. We were unable to classify some of the disciplinary areas that respondents entered in a free-text 'Other' survey option (N=15). Example of survey entries that did not fit into any of the eight disciplinary clusters used by Wigging and Sawyer (2012) 
Discussion
Our study aimed to explore the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools, gauge current research interests of the L-School faculty, and compare disciplinary composition of L-Schools and iSchools. By adopting methodology developed by Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) for the analysis of iSchools' interdisciplinarity, we were able to compare L-Schools and iSchools on several criteria, including disciplinary composition, interdisciplinary scores, and program size. We now discuss some of the trends that emerged from our analysis.
Analysis of the L-School disciplinary composition indicated that most of the faculty received Library (44%) and Information Science (28%) training, followed by Education (12%), Humanities (9%) and significantly smaller clusters in Communication (2%), Management and Policy (2%), Computing (1%), and Social and Behavioral (1%) areas (Figure 1 ). Additional evidence for the strong presence of Library and Information areas in the L-Schools sample came from the survey of faculty's current research interests (Figure 2 ). The analysis of the faculty survey indicated a slightly different trend than the analysis of the faculty training, with most of the current interests falling under Information (43%), followed by Library (30%), Education (8%), Communication (8%), Management and Policy (4%), Humanities (3%), Computing (2%), and Other (3%) areas (Figure 2) .
A large number of L-School faculty with training and current interests in Library and Information areas can be viewed as a disciplinary core of the L-Schools. In addition to the strong core, L-Schools employ faculty with training and current interests in non-LIS areas, suggesting the interdisciplinary nature of L-Schools where interdisciplinarity can be defined as 'integration of knowledge and/or methods from various disciplines brought together to address an issue or problem' (Holland, 2008: 9) . The information entropy scores that were used to measure interdisciplinarity also support the argument for the interdisciplinarity of the L-Schools. Considering a smaller size of L-Schools compared to the iSchools, the L-Schools' interdisciplinary scores, ranging between 1.7 and -1.61, signal a high degree of L-Schools interdisciplinarity (iSchools scores ranged from 1.23 to -2.02).
Based on the review of the iSchool faculty training (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) , a core disciplinary focus of the iSchools is less evident, with 30% of the faculty having terminal degrees in Computing, 11% in Information, 10% in Library, 10% in Social and Behavioral, and between 10% to 5% of faculty with training in other disciplinary areas (the difficulties in understanding the iSchools' disciplinary core are also mentioned in Cronin (2012) , and others). However, the Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) data suggest that the distribution of iSchools disciplinary areas is highly affected by four iSchools with the high (more than 60%) percent of faculty in Computing, including Irvine, Georgia Tech, Singapore, and Indiana, and the removal of these outliers will result in a shift of iSchools disciplinary focus from Computing to Information (16%), Library (15%), and Social Sciences (13%), with Computing and Management and Policy moving to the fourth place (12% each, see Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012: 14) . This observation suggests that even with the removal of Computing-focused schools from the iSchool sample, it is hard to identify its disciplinary core as the faculty training is almost evenly distributed among several disciplines. Since the Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) study focused on the faculty training and not their current research interests, further research is needed to examine the relationships between faculty's training and their current research. We would argue that in order to claim schools' interdisciplinarity, such a study would need to show that the faculty is using 'knowledge and/or methods from various disciplines' (Holland, 2008: 9) to address the problems of a core discipline, LIS or other. If the schools employ faculty trained in various disciplines who are 'coming together working side by side with no intent to modify their own concepts or methods' (Holland, 2008: 15) , it might be more accurate to refer to these schools as 'multidisciplinary' instead of 'interdisciplinary'.
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Our comparison of the iSchool and L-School samples identified a number of differences in the quantitative characteristics of the two types of programs. During the time of the study, spring 2012, there were more iSchools with PhD programs than L-Schools with PhD programs (21 and 16 programs respectively). Since we collected the study data, four more L-Schools have joined the iCaucus (University of Wisconsin in Madison and Milwaukee, University of Tennessee, University of Missouri), decreasing the pool of the L-Schools even further. Out of the 40 (N=40) ALAaccredited programs not affiliated with the iCaucus, only 16 programs offered PhDs in Library and/or Information Science. In comparison, all iSchools offer PhD degrees and emphasize the importance of research and substantial financial investment in research activities (iSchools Organization, 2012a) . Judging strictly by the numbers, it appears that one of the main iSchools' foci is offering research and/or related PhD training, while the majority of the L-Schools focus on offering professional (Master level) training, with only 40% of the programs offering PhD degrees. A consistent focus of the iSchools on research is further confirmed by the iCaucus acceptance criteria including (a) the presence of a doctoral program and (b) a demonstrated record of the sustained research funding at about $1m a year (iSchools Organization, 2012a) .
The comparison of the faculty size in the iSchool and L-School samples leads to somewhat similar conclusion: iSchools are represented by a larger body of faculty than L-Schools (769 and 231 faculty members respectively). The average size of the iSchool faculty was 38, with the fewest number of faculty (N=20) at the School of Information Systems, Singapore Management University and the greatest faculty members (N=85) at the Georgia Tech iSchool. The average size of the L-School faculty was 14, with the fewest number of faculty (N=9) at the School of Library and Information Management, Emporia State University and the greatest number of faculty (N=24) at the University of Western Ontario and University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee programs.
A lower number of PhD programs and smaller faculty sizes within the pool of L-Schools might signal the following trends that warrant further investigation:
1. Financial resources available to support faculty research, PhD programs and a larger number of full-time faculty. Further analysis of the parent institution and departmental financial health, research, and educational foci of the L-Schools and iSchools might further explain the differences in the size and composition of the programs. Future analysis of external funding available for LIS and non-LIS research might also shed light on the qualitative and quantitative differences between L-Schools and iSchools (e.g. research in computing might be associated with better funding opportunities than research in more traditional LIS areas). 2. Historical orientation of some institutions on research and others on professional training. Michael Buckland (1996) reviewed and critiqued two historical perspectives on the mission of the LIS schools with one emphasizing a strict focus on professional education, and the other advocating for the benefits of incorporating a research culture in the educational process. Many things have changed since 1996: during our analysis of L-School program and faculty websites, we noted information on numerous scholarly publications, research projects, grants, and doctoral student achievements, demonstrating a strong research culture of the L-Schools. However, if a research culture of the L-Schools had developed later than the research culture of the iSchools, the infrastructure necessary to support it might still be developing. More historic analysis of the LIS programs is needed to explain their differences and similarities, as well as the internal and external factors influencing their development.
One of the study's unintended findings resulted from development of the survey instrument to identify current L-School faculty research interests. Specifically, analysis Åström (2002, 2007) , Bawden (2007) , Chang and Huang (2012) , Hjørland (2000) , Irwin (2002) , Larivière et al., (2012 ), Milojevic´ et al. (2011 and Tsay and Shu (2010) revealed a number of inconsistencies in treatment and naming conventions of LIS areas and sub-areas (Appendix A). In addition to creating difficulties with analysis of the LIS disciplinary composition, classification discrepancies cause emotional debates within the profession. For example, when preliminary results of the study were discussed at the 2012 ASIST Annual Meeting (Lopatovska et al., 2012) , some audience members expressed strong disagreements about classifying Digital Libraries under a larger Library umbrella as is currently supported by classifications, and argued for placing this sub-area under Information. While more work might be needed to update existing LIS classifications to reflect current research problems addressed in each area, another interesting line of research could involve looking into the sentimental value of disciplinary classifications and faculty professional identity. We conducted a study to understand the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools as integral constituents of a wider LIS field. To obtain an even more accurate representation of the LIS disciplinary development, future studies might consider sampling all ALA-accredited institutions regardless of the presence or absence of PhD programs or iCaucus affiliation. Inclusion of non-PhD LIS programs could shed light on the types of expertise and training the faculty offer to the students who constitute the core professional force upon graduation. Analysis of a sample of nonPhD LIS programs might offer additional evidence of the field's interdisciplinarity. For example, the authors of this article are part of an LIS program that does not offer a doctoral degree. Yet, the program employs diverse faculty with terminal degrees in Information, Library, Education, Engineering, Philosophy, and Musicology who actively bring their expertise into research and teaching. We also think that sampling the iSchools alone will not provide an accurate and complete representation of the LIS development for several reasons:
1. A number of iSchools are not LIS-focused and would likely introduce noise into analysis of the LIS trends (illustration of this point can be found in the Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) discussion of the Irvine, Georgia Tech, and Singapore iSchools composition). 2. Due to the dynamic nature of the LIS programs and the iCaucus membership, it would be beneficial to study current and prospective iSchools (e.g. after we collected the study data, four L-Schools at the University of Wisconsin in Madison and Milwaukee, University of Tennessee, University of Missouri, have joined the iCaucus bringing their strong LIS focus into the iSchool pool).
Our study had limitations similar to the original study of the faculty interdisciplinarity (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) . Part of our study relied on interpretation of the secondary data sources, information published on the institutional and personal websites, which could have affected the accuracy and currency of data, as well as our judgments about full-time faculty affiliations. In addition, our study presented some unique limitations related to our ability to produce results comparable to the Wiggins and Sawyer (2012) study. For example, our sample was drawn from a different geographical and chronological pool: the original study included all iSchools in the 2009 iCaucus, including several international programs (e.g. Singapore Management University, School of Information Systems) and excluding some of the programs that joined iCaucus after 2009 (University of WisconsinMilwaukee, School of Information Studies). Our study included LIS programs only within the United States and Canada that held ALA accreditation as of spring 2012. We used ALA accreditation as a measure of LIS programs' consistency in addressing educational and research objectives, and excluded international LIS programs that significantly vary on the degrees of disciplinary boundaries, quality, the structure of academic units, and faculty roles.
Our survey instrument was designed to collect data on faculty's current research interests as an extension to the inquiry on their disciplinary affiliations. In an effort to connect high-level disciplinary areas to research interests, we applied Wiggins and Sawyer's (2012) disciplinary framework to a number of research areas mentioned in LIS classifications (Appendix A). The resulting categorization is inexact as most of the research areas can be categorized under multiple disciplines (e.g. Digital Libraries can be studied by the faculty with a background in Libraries, Information, and Computer Sciences). While the mapping of the research interests to the disciplinary areas enabled us to examine the disciplinary composition of the L-School faculty and compare it to the iSchool study findings (Wiggins and Sawyer, 2012) , future studies might consider a different approach. Instead of mapping various disciplinary indicators, such as research areas and disciplinary background, future work can measure multiple manifestations of the disciplinarity construct (e.g. faculty publications, training, current research interests, and others) and compare them post-hoc. In developing our instrument, we also tried to reconcile differences of several disciplinary classifications. It might be more fruitful for the future studies to base the data collection instrument on a single classification instead of selecting areas and sub-areas from different classifications. Based on the limitations outlined above, our comparative observations should be interpreted with caution, and our findings should be judged on their own merit.
Conclusion
Our study investigated the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools based on analysis of faculty's terminal degrees and current research interests, as well as compared the disciplinary composition of the L-Schools with the disciplinary composition of the iSchools. We identified a strong presence of the Library and Information Science areas in the L-School faculty training and current research interests. We also found evidence of the L-School interdisciplinarity with most programs employing faculty trained in four to five disciplinary areas (min three -max seven areas). Comparison of the L-Schools and iSchools revealed that both types of programs hire interdisciplinary faculty, with L-Schools hiring more faculty with the research background and interests in Information and Library areas. Some differences in the disciplinary composition of iSchools and L-Schools can be attributed to the few 'outliers' in the iSchool sample, specifically, four programs with the heavy presence of Computing, and a number of external factors, such as program's or parent institution's history, size, resources, research, and teaching orientation.
After the initial increased interest in the new iSchool phenomenon, we think that future disciplinary studies should return to examining the disciplinarity of the LIS field as a whole, without segmenting the field into iSchool and non-iSchool pools. The argument for treating LIS as a unified field can be supported by the similarities between iSchool and non-iSchool programs manifested in the common history, presence of Library and Information areas and interdisciplinary foci in tackling information problems; as well as complementarity of the iSchools interdisciplinarity and L-Schools connection to the more traditional disciplinary problems. 
